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STRAINED RELATIONS: 
COUNTIES, STATES, AND ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS 
On Wednesday, May 24, 1989, the Senate Local Government Committee 
held a special hearing to determine the facts behind a April 17, 
1989 article in the New York Times. The article alleged that 
California did not use its share of federal funds from the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. 
The issues and allegations were of special concern to Senator 
Quentin Kopp (I-San Francisco), who initiated the hearing. Com-
mittee Chairman Marian Bergeson and Senator Kopp presided over 
the hearing of the full Committee which began at 11:00 a.m. and 
ended at 12:15 p.m. 
Testimony began with representatives from the Department of Alco-
hol and Drug Programs. They addressed the Committee's concerns 
about the allegations in the Times article. Then the Committee 
heard from five representatives from county alcohol and drug 
programs who discussed problems in the county allocation process 
and possible ways for the Legislature to remedy the situation. 
This staff summary reports who spoke and summarizes their views. 
Although it attempts to accurately reflect what was said, any 
summary must inevitably skip over details. Readers may wish to 
refer to some witnesses' own prepared statements which are 
reprinted in Appendix A of this report. .This report also 
reprints the background material prepared for the hearing as 
Appendix B. Please see Appendix C for a reprint of the Times 
article. Appendix D contains a Senate Joint Resolution developed 
as a result of the hearing. 
Linda Welch * 
Legislative Coordinator 
WITNESSES 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
John Erickson 
Deputy Director of Administration 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
John Wilson 
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Deputy Director of Drug Programs 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
Wayne Clark * 
Director of Substance Abuse Services 
City and County of San Francisco 
Dana Kueffner 
Director of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
Alameda County 
Russ Mills 
Director of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
Marin County 
Al Wright 
Director of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
Los Angeles County 
Jerry Evans 
Director of Alcohol and Drug Services 
Amador County 
[* - See written material reprinted in this report] 
CHAIRMAN'S INTRODUCTION 
Senator Marian Bergeson began the Committee's hearing by 
highlighting the urgent need to help counties combat the drug 
epidemic, saying that, "the health of our nation is in the hands 
of our counties." She also noted that these are the same coun-
ties which have become "financially unstable" as the state's 
growth-related pressures change the services which they must 
provide. 
Relating to the article in the Times and the allocation process, 
Senator Bergeson noted that, "the article was somewhat mislead-
ing, but it still highlights some clear problems in the grant 
allocation process. We see long delays before grants are award-
ed, long lists of restrictions on those grants, and ... long wait-
ing lists of people trying to get drug treatment." 
"Counties see the symptoms, understand the causes, and know the 
cures," Senator Bergeson said, "but they are having a difficult 
time winning the war on drugs." She suggested that one of the 
ways to help the counties' fighting position is to allow them 
greater flexibility and more "home rule." 
Finally, Senator Bergeson noted that "no one is to blame" for the 
current problems, but "there are things that can be done. The 
awareness and education provided by this hearing is the first 
step." She concluded her introduction by thanking the witnesses 
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for their attendance and Senator Kopp for requesting the special 
hearing. 
DEPARTMENTAL EVALUATION 
Following Senator Bergeson's introductory comments, the Committee 
listened to three witnesses from the state Department of Alcohol 
and Drug Programs which administers both federal and state 
grants. Linda Welch, Legislative Coordinator for the Department, 
offered to respond immediately to any concerns which the senators 
had about the Department's use of federal funds. John Erickson, 
Deputy Director of Administration, then addressed the specific 
allegations within the Times article. Senator Kopp asked if the 
state has used its share of federal funds available under the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. Erickson replied that yes, the 
state will use its allocation. He noted that the article did not 
take into effect the lag time between "authorization and 
allocation" and that the federal government continues to receive 
applications from California to use the funds. 
Erickson and John Wilson, Deputy Director of Drug Programs, 
emphasized that California "received 93% of its federal 
allocation" for the current fiscal year, and expects to do the 
same next year. Wilson noted that the article was "misleading" 
when it alleged that California had not made the best use of 
federal funding. "California's track record should prove that we 
have been and will continue to use the funds," Wilson said. 
COUNTIES' CONCERNS 
Following the testimony of representatives from the Department of 
Alcohol and Drug Programs, five witnesses from five counties 
spoke on their specific concerns~ Wayne Clark from the City and 
County of San Francisco, had three points to make: 
• First, that the new federal funding was "like rain on a 
desert." After several years of neglect at the federal level, 
recently announced funding may have overwhelmed the ability of 
local agencies to apply for and process the money. 
• Secondly, that California has responded with "speed, effi-
ciency, and competence" in securing the new funding, but the 
state gets "bogged down in the bureaucratic procedures of another 
era." Clark argued that there have been improvements made to 
reduce bureaucratic barriers, but there are still obstacles to 
overcome. 
• Third, that blaming the federal government for the prob-
lems in accessing the funds is not entirely fair. "California 
substance abuse programs are underfunded ... the real news story is 
the lack of state general funds and county general funds in the 
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war on drugs." Clark said, "we cannot and should not wait for 
the federal government." 
Dana Kueffner of Alameda County agreed with Clark's assessment 
that the state needs to contribute more revenue, but that revenue 
should not be "earmarked." Kueffner noted that Alameda County 
has a severe crack cocaine problem and would like to use more of 
its state and federal·treatment and prevention allocation to 
address the crack epidemic. But federal and state funds often 
come with strings. "We're required to spend a significant amount 
on IVDUs. (Intravenous Drug Users) to combat the spread of AIDS, 
but AIDS is spread by crack addicts trading sex for drugs, too." 
Kueffner argued that each county should be able to use any fund-
ing to address the county's most pressing need. When the state 
and federal government tie strings on the funding, they may 
require a local agency to spend money where it isn't needed, 
leaving other areas unaddressed. 
Marin County's Russ Mills also emphasized the need to channel any 
funding down to counties with the least restrictions possible. 
Mills noted that "micromanagement" is a continuing problem at 
both the state and federal levels, leaving counties with very 
little flexibility to implement programs which will address their 
individual needs. ·"The earmarking of funds preempts local 
control and home rule," Mills said. He indicated that the 
state's request for proposals to address unmet needs forced 
counties into competing against each other for the available 
funding. According to Mills, it remains "unclear" how the state 
will administer this one-time funding. 
Mills supported passing any funding directly through to counties 
"without adding any strings at the state level." When the state 
"adjusts the direction of new funding, allocations can be delayed 
and county plans may ne~d revision," Mills noted. 
Al Wright from Los Angeles County noted that the discrepancy 
between the state and federal fiscal years (July to June and 
October to September) was not "the biggest issue." But Wright 
believed that the state should reexamine existing distinctions 
between treatment and prevention. Wright noted that the focus 
"should be on reducing problems instead of treating problems. 
Remember that the categories (intervention, prevention, and 
treatment) were not designed on Mount Sinai. The current 
distinctions reduce creativity and innovation at the local 
level." 
Wright concurred with the others in noting that mandated set-
asides from the state and federal government erode home rule and 
the block grant concept •. He also believed that reporting 
requirements for those set-asides "slowed" the timely provision 
of services. Wright also noted that Al Lee, Chief Deputy 
Director of the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs, was a 
"positive force" who had "made a difference" at the Department. 
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Jerry Evans from Amador County represented local officials from 
rural counties. Evans noted that a more correct term could be 
''base allocation" counties (counties which receive the minimum 
funding level) . He stressed that a disproportionate amount of 
any grants which smaller counties receive must go towards 
administration and reporting requirements for those grants. 
"In some counties, studies have shown that up to 50% of a grant 
may go to administration," Evans noted, "because we have the same 
reporting requirements as our larger counterparts." Most larger 
counties may spend only 10% of their grants on program 
administration. He suggested that one solution to the problem 
may be to allow smaller counties to combine both federal and 
state grants to reduce administrative overhead and asked for 
special legislation and special consideration to allow smaller 
counties more flexibility to administer joint grants. 
Evans also concurred with the other witnesses in asking the state 
and the federal government to stop earmarking funds and 
"streamline" the process so that each county can develop the 
treatment and prevention programs which will work in their 
individual county. For example, Evans noted that Amador County's 
most serious problems come from alcohol, methamphetaminei and 
marijuana abuse, not from problems like the Bay Area's heroin and 
crack cocaine epidemics. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMMITTEE ACTION 
Senator Kopp, concluding the hearing as chairman, recommended 
that the Committee take the following actions as a result of the 
testimony: 
• Regulatory review. Senator Kopp asked the Committee's 
staff to review the state statute which earmarks specific servic-
es for women and consult with the author of the legislation. He 
requested a review of the state's regulatory procedures as well. 
• A joint resolution. Senator Kopp asked the Committee to 
sponsor a Senate Joint Resolution to ask Congress to reduce the 
earmarking of funds, ease reporting burdens of small counties, 
and allow more time for the state to secure federal funds under 
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. 
IN SUMMARY 
Senator Kopp concluded that the Department of Alcohol and Drug 
Prograws has served the state well in its attempts to use federal 
money for California programs. He asked that the Department 
continue to make full use of federal funds for drug services. 
Kopp noted that continued research should be done to examine the 
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relationship between the state and federal fiscal years and to 
look at ways to reduce paperwork at all levels to shorten the 
allocation process. He concluded by thanking all of those 
witnesses who provided testimony. 
Senator Bergeson concurred and added later that the special 
hearing could be summarized as follows: 
• A recent New York Times article alleging that California 
has not used its share of federal funds from the Anti-Drug Abuse 
Act of 1988 was misleading. 
• The state expects to use its full allotment of $87.3 mil-
lion by the time all allocation procedures and applications are 
complete. 
• Problems lie in the allocation procedures, but no one in 
particular is to blame. Counties are restricted by state and 
federal requirements, and the state is restricted by federal and 
legislative requirements. 
• The Committee must pledge to help California's counties 
and the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs eliminate the 
problems which occur in the allocation process. 
• A Senate Joint Resolution will help inform the United 
States Congress of the need to allow California's counties great-
er flexibility in the war against drugs. 
CREDITS 
The staff of the Senate Committee on Local Government thank the 
following persons who contributed to the Committee's work: 
• Carol Addis, Riverside County Department of Drug Programs 
• Diane Chenoweth, Nevada County Department of Alcohol and 
Drug Programs 
• Kim Flores, Legislative Analyst's Office 
• Troy Fox, Merced County Department of Alcohol and Drug 
Programs 
e Dan Friedlander, Senator Quentin Kopp's Office 
• Al Lee, Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
• Dennis McFadden, Tuolumne County Department of Alcohol and 
Drug Programs 
• Susan Swaggart, County Supervisors Association of 
California 
• Betty Yee, Senate Health and Human Services Committee 
Please refer any questions regarding the text of this report or 
testimony during the hearing to David Kiff at (916/445-9748). 
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APPENDIX A 
WITNESSES' TESTIMONY, STATEMENTS, AND OTHER MATERIALS 
Openinq Statement of Senator Marian Bergeson 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs' letter 
Testimony of Wayne Clark, Director of Substance Abuse Services 
for the City and county of San Francisco 
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CHAIRMAN'S STATEMENT BEFORE SPECIAL HEARING ON DRUG FUNDING 
MAY 24, 1989 
MEMBERS, GUESTS, AND INVITED WITNESSES: 
AS CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE LOCAL GOVERNHENT CO~~ITTEE, I HAVE 
TRIED TO ADDRESS SOME OF CALIFORNIA'S PROBLEMS, ESPECIALLY AS 
THEY RELATE TO PLANNING FOR THE EXTENSIVE GROWTH THAT AFFECTS OUR 
STATE EACH DAY. ONE OF THE SIDE EFFECTS OF THAT GROWTH IS THE 
FINANCIAL INSTABILITY OF CALIFORNIA'S COUNTIES. 
THESE ARE THE SAME COUNTIES WHICH HAVE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR THE STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS. YES, 
THE HEALTH OF OUR NATION IS IN THE HANDS OF OUR COUNTIES. 
BUT IT IS WELL PLACED. WHAT COULD BE MORE SENSIBLE THAN 
GIVING THIS CRUCIAL AUTHORITY TO THE FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS OF THE 
PEOPLE WHO NEED THE SERVICES THE MOST? COUNTIES SEE THE 
SYMPTOMS, UNDERSTAND THE CAUSES, AND KNOW THE CURES. 
I'M AFRAID, THOUGH, THAT THINGS ARE NOT GOING TOO WELL IN THE 
TRENCHES. OUR COUNTIES ARE FIGHTING THE WAR ON DRUGS, AND THEY 
ARE HAVING A DIFFICULT TIME WINNING. WE KNOW THAT FUNDING FOR 
DRUG AND ALCOHOL PROGRAMS IS A PROBLEM. BUT WE ALSO KNOW THAT 
STATE AND FEDERAL MONEYS ARE AVAILABLE. 
YOU CAN IMAGINE OUR SURPRISE WHEN WE READ A RECENT ARTICLE IN 
THE NEW YORK TIMES ALLEGING THAT CALIFORNIA HAS NOT USED ANY OF 
ITS SHARE OF MONEY ($87.3 MILLION!) FROM THE FEDERAL ANTI-DRUG 
ACT OF 1988. 
NOW I KNOW THAT THIS ARTICLE WAS SOMEWHAT MISLEADING, BUT IT 
STILL HIGHLIGHTS SOME CLEAR PROBLEMS IN THE GRANT ALLOCATION 
PROCESS. WE SEE LONG DELAYS BEFORE GRANTS ARE AWARDED, LONG 
LISTS OF RESTRICTIONS ON THOSE GRANTS, AND MOST DEPRESSING OF 
ALL, LONG WAITING LISTS OF PEOPLE TRYING TO GET DRUG TREATMENT. 
NO IN IN PARTICULAR IS TO BLAME - THE DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOL 
AND DRUG PROGRAMS' HANDS CAN BE TIED BY BOTH THE LEGISLATURE AND 
CONGRESS. AND COUNTIES ARE JUST TRYING THEIR BEST TO REACT TO 
CHANGING TIMES AND UNCERTAIN RESOURCES. 
BUT THERE ARE THINGS THAT CAN BE DONE - AND THE AWARENESS AND 
EDUCATION PROVIDED BY THIS HEARING IS THE FIRST STEP. 
I'D LIKE TO WELCOME OUR WITNESSES TODAY - MOST OF THEM HAVE 
GIVEN UP A SUBSTANTIAL PART OF THEIR DAY TO ADDRESS US. I THINK 
THAT THEIR EFFORTS SHOW.HOW IMPORTANT THIS ISSUE HAS BECOME. 
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UNFORTUNATELY WE ARE MEETING DURING "CRUNCH TIME" IN THE 
LEGISLATURE, SO WE PROBABLY WILL ONLY BE ABLE TO SCRATCH THE 
SURFACE OF THE PROBLEM WITH TODAY'S HEARING. THAT DOESN'T MEAN 
THAT THE ISSUE IS NOT IMPORTANT - THAT'S JUST THE WAY THINGS GO 
IN THE MONTH OF MAY IN SACRAMENTO. 
IF I COULD, I'D LIKE TO ASK THE WITNESSES TO KEEP A CLOSE 
WATCH ON THE CLOCK. WE HAVE NINE SCHEDULED WITNESSES AND ABOUT 
AN HOUR TO COVER THE TOPIC. 
I KNOW THAT SOME OF YOU MAY WISH TO RESPOND TO QUESTIONS 
RATHER THAN PRESENT FORMAL TESTIMONY - YOU'RE WELCOME TO DO THAT. 
IF YOU'D LIKE TO SPEAK IN GROUPS, LIKE THE DRUG PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATORS AND THE REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE DEPARTMENT, THAT 
MAY ASSIST IN PROVIDING US WITH THE MOST EFFECTIVE INFORMATION. 
LET'S BEGIN WITH A BRIEF PRESENTATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT ... 
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~ T A lf, OF (All.fORNIA-HfAl TH AND WElfARI: AGENCY GEORGE OEUKMEJIAN, Go.,.rno, 
Deportment of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
Ill Copttol Moll 
Socrom~nlo. CA 9581~ 
TrY 1916) 445 1942 
(916) 445-1943 
April 21, 1989 
Mr. Peter Passell 
c/o: letters to the Editor 
New York Times 
229 West 43rd Street 
New York, NY 10036 
Dear Mr. Passell: 
On behalf of the State of California and the Department of Alcohol and Drug 
Programs, and those women and men who labor tirelessly in the trenches at 
the State and local level, I would like to correct some false and 
misleading information which appeared in your newspaper and was reprinted 
in other publications around the country. 
The article in question was titled, "STATES NOT USING U.S. ANTIDRUG MONEY" 
(Monday, April 17, 1989) and was written by Martin Tolchin. Mr. Tolchin 
wrote that many states have failed to take advantage of the federal funds 
available to combat drug and alcohol abuse. 
California was cited as the state entitled to the largest amount of federal 
funding under the allocation formula ($87.3 million for federal fiscal year 
1989), and was criticized for being among "11 states {which) had failed to 
use last year's money". 
Here are the facts concerning the federal allocations as they relate to 
California: 
• In federal fiscal year 1988, California was awarded 
$64,804,000 in federal funds. As of this date, we 
have drawn down some .$41,996,000 of that sum, or 
approximately 65% of the total of '88 federal allocation. 
That grant is available for expenditure until 
September 30, 1990. In California, all of these funds are 
currently obligated and will be fully expended well before 
that date. 
• For federal fiscal year 1989, California has been awarded 
$87.3 million in federal funding. $22.5 million of that 
amount is what we consider "new" funding--the rest is 
already spoken for (obligated) to cover existing expenditures. 
Counties are in the process of gearing up their operations 
to spend this "new" money. 
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Mr. Peter Passell -2- April 21, 1989 
The article also says "both appropriations expire September 30, 1989 and 
any unused money will revert to the Federal Treasury". That is a 
misleading statement. Both appropriations have an obligation (commitment 
of funds) date of September 30, 1989, but the appropriation expenditure 
(actual payment for services) deadline for the two awards is 
September 30, 1990. 
A state loses those funds it does not obligate by the '89 deadline, 
but--if the funds are committed as of that time--the state has until the 
expenditure deadline to actually request and receive the money. California 
will have obligated all of its allocations by the September 30, 1989 
deadline and fully expended those funds by September 30, 1990. None 
of our allocations will revert back to the Federal Treasury. 
Because of the complexity of the anti-drug allocation formula, the Federal 
Government wasn't able to notify the states of their '89 award until 
February, 1989--five months after it became available. This left states 
with just seven months to commit the funds to their programs. In fact, 
Congress has acknowledged the need (HR 1426, Waxman) to extend the 
obligation period to October, 1990 because of the delayed notification. 
California recognizes the complexity of the approval process. In our 
State, we've implemented an accelerated procedure to help counties expedite 
local program expansion. 
It should also be noted that the first of these anti-drug bills was passed 
by the Congress .with language explicitly labeling it as "one time only 
money". A prudent and responsible management of taxpayer dollars would 
include utilizing the two year period allowable in order to impact our 
communities more fully. 
The war against drugs and alcohol is the most critical issue of our time. 
Articles which leave misconceptions of this nature are akin to "yelling 
fire in a crowded theater". For that and many other reasons, we thank you 
for the opportunity to set the record straight. 
cc: Howell Raines 
Washington Bureau Chief 
New York Times 
Martin Tolchin 
Washington Bureau 
New York Times 
Sincerely, 
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City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Division of Mental Health, 
Substance Abuse and Forensic Services 
Community Substance Abuse Services 
RAINING ON A DESERT 
THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL DRUG FUNDING 
ON CALIFORNIA COMMUNITIES 
Wayne Clark PhD 
San Francisco Department of Public Health 
There are three points I would like to make regarding the question of whether California is 
getting its fair share of Federal War on Drug Funds. First, the alcohol and drug abuse field 
has had an unprecedented increase in the availability of funding. Unfortunately this 
funding comes after several years of minimal funding by the Federal, State and local 
governments to combat substance abuse. The first point is that, yes there are new funds, 
but remember that these new funds are like rain on a desert. 
FAST BUREAUCRACIES AND RECEPTIVE COMMUNITIES 
The second point is that California State and local governments are responding with speed, 
efficiency, and competence to the new funding sources, but we still get bogged down in 
bureaucratic procedures of another era. To illustrate, let me give the example of the waiting 
list reduction act of 1988. My staff wanted me to bring the San Francisco application for 
these funds to you today. I told them I did not need the exercise. You see, the application 
takes up two filing cabinets full of paper. The Federal government has required us to 
submit three copies of a unique waiting list sheet on every person on the waiting list For 
San Francisco alone that means 1,000 sheets of paper times three copies plus the hundreds 
of pages of program forms needed for the application. The local programs, the State 
DADP, and the Peds have done considerable work in getting all this information together, 
but there still remains the question of whether it can be even simpler. The second point is 
that, yes the field is reducing bureaucratic barriers, but there are still obstacles to overcome. 
STATE FUNDING HAS INCREASED MINIMALLY: 
The last point is that California Substance Abuse Programs are underfunded. This is 
extremely important to the deliberations today due to the apparent attempt to blame the 
Federal government or blame the alcohol and drug abuse field for the lack of rapid 
spending of these funds. The point here is that the real news story is the lack of State 
general funds and County general funds in the war on drugs. The Federal government has 
finally begun funding demand reduction activities. The Governor of the State of California 
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(415) 255-3500 1380 Howard Street, 4th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 
and many of the 58 Counties in the State have not begun to finance that war. A recent 
article from Sundays New York Times( attached) illustrates that cities and communities, in 
this case New York, have to put their own resources into the war on drugs. Yes, there are 
Federal funds available, but there are millions of needs for those funds. We cannot and 
should not wait for the Federal Government There should be increased State and Local 
funds for the war on drugs. · 
FUNDING IN MOST COUNTIES BARELY MEETS THE LOCAL OBLIGATION: 
What then should be done? Two strategies should be employed. Start by gathering 
additional information for your deliberations. Ask for a survey of the amount of County 
general fund over match there is in each County. Local commitment to the war on drugs is 
critical and the bottom line is the priority in the County. Secondly, ask for an analysis of 
State general funds to determine any State increase in substance abuse funding over the 
past four years. This information would give a much more accurate picture of concerns 
regarding proportional needs juxtaposed to State and local commitment to the War on 
drugs. 
TURNING A DESERT INTO AN IRRIGATED FIELD 
STRATEGIC PLANNING AND LONG TERM COMMITMENT 
The most important steps I would take would be to adopt on a State level the Presidential 
Commission Chairman Admiral Watkin's recommendations for reducing Drug Abuse 
related illY Disease. These four basic recommendations were implemented as part of the 
Federal War on drugs, and would move California into the next millennium with reduced 
alcohol and drug problems. Admiral Watkins had four substantive recommendations. 
TREATMENT ON DEMAND 
First, to provide a ten year commitment to the treatment of substance abuse by assuring 
that there is treatment on demand for all substance abusers desiring help. Critical to 
this recommendation was the commitment of large amounts of additional financial 
resources. The State of California and local communities will have to help in 
implementing this recommendation. State resources and commitments should be 
augmented., but also local approval of programming should be improved. Not in my 
Backyard(NIMBY) issues need to dealt with and changed. 
COMPREHENSIVE PREVENTION 
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The next step in this four part strategy is the development of a comprehensive 
prevention plan that will effect policies, education, health promotion, and community 
development issues. A long range comprehensive strategic plan will be necessary to 
tum our society away from the current attitude and norm of better living through 
chemistry. 
FACILITY DEVELOPMENT 
The third tactic is to provide the incentives and fmancing for the development of 
facilities to treat substance abusers. Local zoning changes and State regulatory changes, 
and federal fmancing are critical to this effort. 
MANPOWER TRAINING 
Lastly, the strategy includes people, that is manpower development. There needs to be 
an extensive public recruitment and education which trains substance counselors and 
advocates who will assist the drug addicts and prevent future drug problems. 
FORGING NEW PARTNERSHIPS 
AND 
WINNING THE WAR ON DRUGS 
Without vertical assistance from the Federal, State, local and community agencies, the War 
on Drugs will not be won. Together a lot can be accomplished. New partnerships will be 
needed, more efficient processes must be established, increased resources are essential, and 
ultimately increased flexibility by all involved will assist us in winning the WAR ON 
DRUGS. 
- 14 -
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Mayor Edward 1. Koch proposed a .. What is re, the progra would be- cuts and new taxes.t~Those .cuts and 1 
budget last. week that would provide gin slowly, starting with. ah ... outlay ~f . t~xes would be less onerous' than ini- ~.; 
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.. twith the AIDS virus and lion in th fifth year. ~ bf allocating. but questt.ons remained.:( .. .,'.·";;. . . .._. ':o:. ~4 
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Analysis- -eers, prosecutors and the cost for the fiscal year that begms R~ymond D. Horton, presi<;lent of the - --: 
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The admmistration's plan to treat tr tion would spend on J)ebpl~ With the all the on, Shot',' sources of moitei : / 
tens of thousands of additional drug DS virus, would come fro!D ~~ capi- ~sed to ~lance the budget would . ' 
abusers, which the Mayor had long con- I bud~et. That ~eans the p , ra'!ls create a, horror story either for the · 
tended was the ~tate's responsibility, , an~ fu~an~ed w1t~ bonds, . ~~mm- Mayor or his successor" in the future 
would cost the ctty $448 million over · stratton mdtcated ,Its new "P,n .flues by when the' revenue .• ~~;~es wi)) not ~ ·-- .. J 
five years. The effort is predicated on 'deferring other longterm p Jects, in· available. . .• 7,.,._~-q; ,. _; _ .~ . 
$633 million from the state, which has( I eluding parks and swim min pools, a Shou19 the drug p~OJ;flm grow as in: ."· '" ~ 
fiscal problems of its own, and on $1~ move to k~p inter~st _costs'· line:· · J tended,;and the new poiice and other ~ .. - A!i 
million from the Federal Governmeni .. ' Increasmg the·stze of the. olice De: personn. el be hired, they would. add to . J 
From Capital Budget . 1 part'?ent by 2,~00 officers howevelr:. that burden ~~ 1·'2f.. · t', 
. . . reqmres operatmg funds that inay . --Atthough. Mr. Koch·. ck~~ledged -~:: 
The program was mgemou, Y in short supply if the local econom t~at. his initi~tives wei'(! ,~ood poJi. }., 
crafted to conform to the ~rrent reiJn- continues to cool and tax revenues Ia . t1cs, / he demed that his·' udget plan "1't 
bursement rules under whtch the City A year ago, money for additional of - had been ·(:rafted to the ~ of the -~;: 1: 
draws money from Albany and Wash- cers was included in the budget. But campaign:'After all, he said; his previ- · ·: 
1 ington. But regulations can change, the officers did not materialize, be- ous 11_ s~n~_ng_plans had all contained 
cause the city's fiscal condition was spend1!1g mJtuyJves. ~~- . , 
deemed too shak:r.. . , : ~ . But I! there,.were any doUbts about ' 
hts destre for !ffourth term, .Mr. Koch 
could scarcely 'Produce a budget more1 
likely to dispelihem. And he. 'Seem 
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not at all wornef.l.about living With th 
plan's adverse fi.~cal consequences, i 
any, should he have the opportunity. 
\ t!..... ,;~·.e· .,:' 
1989-90 
Federal and State Funds Available and To Be Applied For 
ADDITIONAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE FUNDING TO BE APPLIED FOR 1989-90 
Program/Target Pop. Est. Grant Available Funds Agency LE'AD,AIIies 
1. Wait list reduction 
At risk for HIV 4.5 mil. 75 mil. ADAMHA Clar.kJ)ADP 
2.0utpatient 
Pregnant addicts 304,000 4.5 mil. OSAP Henderson,DSS 
3.0utpatient 
High Risk Youth 491,000 7 mil. OSAP Loyce,CSAS 
4.Community Youth 
Crack abusers 500,000 11 mil. OSAP Oark,MCJC 
5.IVDU 
Primary Care 1 mil. 10 mil. HRSA Hernandez, Clark 
6.Housing!Day Tx. 
Homeless Youth 150,000 15 mil. OHDS Schalwitz, Youth 
7. Violence Prevention 
Crack abusers 1 mil. 15 mil. OHDS Buick,MCJC 
8. Treatment Research 
Crack abusers 1 mil. 20mil. NIDA Sorensen,UCSF 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Senator Marian Bergeson, Newport Beach, Chairman 
Senator Ruben s. Ayala, Chino, Vice-Chairman 
Senator William A. Craven, Oceanside 
Senator Cecil Green, Norwalk 
Senator Quentin Kopp, San Francisco 
Senator Bill Leonard, Big Bear 
Senator Dan McCorquodale, San Jose 
Senator Robert Presley, Riverside 
Senator Newton Russell, Glendale 
"Despite a national effort to combat illicit drugs, the 
states so far have not used $777 million in federal funds 
available for efforts against drugs ... the money not used 
includes $158 million of the $644 million appropriated in 
fiscal year 1988 and $619 million of $806 million appropriat-
ed for the current fiscal year ... under the formula, Califor-
nia is entitled to the most money, $87.3 million for fiscal 
1989. The state did not spend any of last year's money." 
The New York Times, April 17, 1989 
"When you look at the size of some of these states that 
have not used the money - California, New Jersey, Ohio, 
Maryland - it's inexplicable~" 
U.S~ Senator Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) 
"(The states) are still trying to figure out the (allo-
cation) formula." 
Nolan Jones, National Governors' Association 
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STRAINED RELATIONS: 
COUNTIES, STATES, AND ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS 
The allegations in an April 17 New York Times article raise seri-
ous questions about California's use of federal Anti-Drug Act 
funds. Is the state using its share ($87.3 million) of funds 
from the Act? If not, why are we neglecting useable and neces-
sary funds? And if so, why do the funds appear unused on some 
records? Are there other problems which underlay the article's 
allegations? 
Counties often decry their poor financial conditions in light of 
recent budget restrictions and increased state mandates. As the 
state's primary provider of social services, it is the counties' 
duty to administer California's welfare system, including its 
alcohol and drug abuse prevention and rehabilitation programs. 
But are the counties' hands tied by a cumbersome application 
process? 
The Senate Committee on Local Government has jurisdiction over 
legislation on: land use planning and development; local govern-
ment organization; and local financial issues. Because the allo-
cation of state and federal funds £or health and welfare programs 
affects the financial condition of California's counties, it is 
in the interest of the Committee to review the drug and alcohol 
program allocation process. 
As Chairman of the Senate Committee on Local Government, State 
Senator Marian Bergeson has requested a special informational 
hearing on May 24, 1989 to address the roles of California and 
its counties in the alcohol and drug program fund allocation 
process. 
Senator Bergeson suggested that the Committee focus upon three 
key subject areas: the allegations in the article; "home rule" 
and county programs; and rural county crises. 
ALLEGATIONS IN THE ARTICLE 
ARE THE ALLEGATIONS IN THE ATTACHED NEW YORK TIMES ARTICLE COR-
RECT? IS THE STATE USING ITS SHARE ($87.3 MILLION) OF FUNDS FROM 
THE ACT? 
According to the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (DADP) 
Program Analyst in the Legislative Analyst's Office, the article 
in the Times was "very misleading." The state has applied and 
will receive up to 93% of its allocated funds for last year. 
These funds are available for expenditure until September 30, 
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1990 but will be spent by the state by May 31, 1989. Adding to 
the confusion are state and federal application processes. 
e The application process. The application process is 
detailed and complicated. At the county level, officials must: 
e Assess its alcohol and drug program needs. 
e Set priorities for its interests. 
• Develop a grant application and plan. 
• Review the plan with the county's alcohol and drug programs 
advisory board. 
• Submit the plan to the board of supervisors for approval. 
• Submit a Request for Proposal (RFP) to the state Department 
of Alcohol and Drug Programs. 
Adding to the allocation confusion is the conflict between the 
state and federal fiscal years. The state and counties complete 
their budget review by the end of June. If new federal money is 
announced in October (the federal fiscal year is October 1 -
September 30), plans at both the state and county levels must be 
revised. 
When the amount of available money changes during the process 
(counties had no way to estimate the exact amount provided by the 
Anti-Drug Act of 1988), county officials must revise their plans. 
In fact, some boards of supervisors require such specific plans 
that their planners need concrete numbers before any plan revi-
sion. This can delay both projects and applications for new 
funding. The new plan must be prepared and resubmitted to the 
board of supervisors and an amended plan must be sent to DADP. 
In the meantime, the state develops guidelines for the disburse-
ment of any new money upon the moneys' receipt (for federal 
funds, after October 1). The state does not allocate any of the 
new funds until local agencies' RFPs are submitted and reviewed. 
Depending upon the timing of any announcement of new federal 
funds, the state review process can delay the allocation of fed-
eral funds for up to nine months. 
• Allocation methods and dumping. County officials argue 
that the state's allocation methods are difficult to follow. In 
March, the state announced new "early start-up" funding but said 
that the funding must be used by the end of June. County offi-
cials had to scramble for this new funding while existing RFPs 
waited for processing in Sacramento. oWhen the state changes 
procedures and regulations for individual grant applications, 
administrative costs take a greater portion of grant funding at 
the county level. Observers wonder if a comprehensive, stable 
allocation timeline would eliminate the element of surprise from 
the grant application process. 
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In light of recent publicity about unused funding, some county 
officials allege that the state is now "dumping" funds (like the 
"early start-up" funds noted earlier). Dumping occurs when the 
state announces sizeable grants with strict timelines. While 
announcing the funds, the state may threaten to reallocate unused 
funds to address other counties' "unmet needs." This forces 
counties to compete against each other for the same funding. 
• Fund reversion. Although the federal government requires 
state officials to return unused funds to the Treasury, it is 
highly unlikely that California's appropriation will ever revert. 
California has a history of near complete administration of allo-
cated funds. If the process remains slow, however, recent legis-
lation at the federal level may change tradition. Current law 
allows two years during which states may apply and receive feder-
al funds. Representative Henry Waxman (D-Los Angeles) has intro-
duced HR 1426 to extend the time to three full years: two years 
to obligate the funds and one additional year to spend the appro-
priation. 
• Accountability. To improve accountability, Assembly Bill 
1579 (Murray, 1989) requires the State Health and Welfare Agency 
to "apply for all funding available under the federal Anti-Drug 
Act of 1988." The bill also requires the Agency to submit a 
report to the Legislature which details all applications, waiv-
ers, and funds received during the 1989-90 fiscal year. The bill 
is on the Assembly Ways and Means Committee Suspense File. 
HOME RULE 
SHOULD COUNTIES BE GIVEN MORE AUTHORITY OVER HOW AND WHERE TO 
SPEND THEIR GRANTS? 
Some counties worry that broad policy guidelines at the state and 
federal levels do not always apply to individual counties. For 
example, Alameda County officials want to use state and federal 
grant money on the crack cocaine epidemic. But the federal gov-
ernment requires that they allocate a specific portion of their 
grant for Intravenous Drug Users (IVDUs). Although the state's 
concern was primarily to stem the spread of the Human Immunodefi-
ciency Virus (HIV) , the virus which causes Acquired Immune Defi-
ciency Syndrome (AIDS), among IVDUs, Alameda officials argue that 
AIDS is also spread at a rapid rate among persons who exchange 
sex for crack. They want to use more money to fight AIDS and 
their crack epidemic, instead of fighting AIDS through their IVDU 
program. 
• Fads. County administrators complain that they are forced 
by the state to administer "fad" programs. Any new funds from 
the state are directed only towards the epidemic which is 
"popular" with the Legislature that particular year. If funds 
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can only be used in specific areas, counties must make the diffi-
cult decision to transfer funding from existing programs to newly 
mandated programs. But because existing programs have a constit-
uency, any attempts made to dismantle them can be very unpopular. 
• An example. If the state announces a new mandate targeting 
drug users in the ethnic minority communities, a county must 
preempt last year's "fad" program, even if it was a necessary and 
functioning program directed towards drug-addicted babies. Often 
the county may already have a well developed ethnic minority 
program. County officials must use more funds to "improve" what 
may be an ideal prevention program. But they cannot use the 
funds for other programs which may need new money. The result is 
a funding overkill in one program and the dismantling of another. 
RURAL COUNTIES 
ARE CALIFORNIA'S RURAL COUNTIES MAKING THE BEST POSSIBLE USE OF 
STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDS? 
Many rural counties have only recently experienced big city epi-
demics like AIDS and drug abuse. But these counties may not have 
adequate health care facilities or personnel to address these 
rural epidemics. In addition, rural counties may not be as 
familiar with funding programs and application procedures for 
state and federal grants as their urban counterparts. Observers 
believe that any state or federal funds which remain unallocated 
were intended for use in rural counties. Rural counties indicate 
difficulty with both the methods of allocation and the "strings' 
attached to state and federal grants. 
• Unworkable grants. In addition, some administrators argue 
that specific grants can be unworkable in rural counties. A 
$1,000 grant to a small county for IVDUs may only purchase a 
slide projector and a DADP high school education program. The 
education program may be necessary, but there may also be other 
areas the county which remain unaddressed. When rural coun-
ties compete for these specific grants, they can come away with a 
program which is inefficient and impractical at their level. 
• Reporting requirements. Rural county administrators argue 
that reporting requirements take a greater proportion of their 
time than their large county counterparts. In fact, a recent 
study claimed that from 40-50% of a program budget in a rural 
county is administrative, while only 10% of budgets in urban 
counties go to administrative expenses. Rural counties have the 
same reporting requirements and less personnel than bigger coun-
ties, requiring them to spend more time and money doing routine 
paperwork. 
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• Regionalism. Administrators believe that a "new regional-
ism" may be the answer to some rural counties' problems. If 
counties could use larger grants together (with four or five 
neighboring counties), they could provide better services over a 
wider range of subjects. For example, Tuolumne, Calaveras, and 
Amador County have initiated a tri-county residential care facil-
ity for the counties' drug and alcohol treatment programs. 
Although the administration of a regional program may be diffi-
cult, cooperative regional agreements are currently functioning 
for other subjects (like COGs). 
POSSIBLE COMMITTEE ACTIONS 
Although the Committee has no direct jurisdiction over the allo-
cation and use of state and federal funds for alcohol and drug 
programs, it has a vested interest in the fiscal success of the 
counties which it oversees. In response to a growing crisis at 
the county level, the Committee may wish to consider: 
• A Resolution. Committee members may wish to author a Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution stating the Senate's support for 
House Resolution 1426 (Waxman, 1989). 
• Coauthors. Committee members may wish to support AB 1579 
by joining Assemblymember Murray as coauthors of this bill 
which requires the state to apply for all available sources 
of funding. 
• Education. When Committee members address similar topics 
in other committees, they may wish to relate the informa-
tion learned at this hearing. Other members who were 
unable to attend may look to Committee members for guidance 
in this difficult subject area. 
• Legislation. Committee members may wish to introduce leg-
islation to assist counties (for example, a bill which 
unties the strings attached to state grants) . Ideas for 
other legislation may begin with further suggestions from 
individual practitioners. 
SOURCES 
• Carol Addis, (Riverside County) President of the County 
Drug Program Administrators Association. 
• Diane Chenoweth, Nevada County Department of Alcohol and 
Drug Programs 
• Kim Flores, Legislative Analyst's Office. 
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• Troy Fox, (Merced County) President of the County Alcohol 
Program Administrators Association. 
• Dana Kueffner, Alameda County Department of Alcohol and 
Drug Programs. 
e Al Lee, Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs. 
• Dennis McFadden, Tuolumne County Department of Drug and 
Alcohol Programs 
• Russ Mills, Marin County Department of Alcohol and Drug 
Programs 
• Linda Welch, Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs. 
• Betty Yee, Senate Health and Human Services. 
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APPENDIX C 
THE NEW YORK TIMES ARTICLE 
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UNAL MONDAY, APRIL 17, 1989 ______ _ 
·States Not Using U.S. Antidrug Money 
By MARTIN TOLCHIN 
51'<'<>• I to The Ntw York Ttm•• 
WASHINGTON, April 16- Despite a 
national effort to combat illicit drugs, 
the states so far have not used $777 mil-
lion m. Federal funds available for the 
effort. · 
$777 million is for 
education and 
rehabilitation. 
Under the program that started last -··- -
year the states are required to use at Inaction Is Questioned 
least' half of the Federal money for in- The issue of the unused funds was 
travenous drug users. In addition, 20 raised at a recent subcommittee hear-
percent must go for prevention of or ing. Senator Harkin said he could not 
early intervention in drug abuse and at understand why, despite the national 
least 10 percent for programs for attention given to the fight against 
women. The money not marked for drugs, the states had not spent, or even 
specific purposes may be used at the applied for, the millions of dollars 
discretion of the states. available in Federal funds. 
The money not used so far includes "The entire antidrug effort has fo-
$158 million of the $644 million appro- cused on interdiction," Mr. Harkin said 
priated in the fiscal year 1988 and $619 m an interview after the hearing. 
million of $806 million appropnated for "Education treatment and rehabihta-
the current fiscal year, which began tion have ~n left to the back burner." 
last October. The money appropriated The Senator faulted the Federal Gov-
in fiscal 1988 was available for two ernment as well as the states. "There 
years because the program was new, should be a Federal leadership role, 
while the money for fiscal 1989 wtll be with the Government going out and 
available only this year. Both appropri- energizing these states and getting 
at ions exp1re Sept. 30 and any unused them to spend this money," Mr. Harkin 
money will revert to the Federal said. "That just hasn't been done." 
Treasury. The Secretary of Health and Human 
. Services, Dr. Louis W. Sullivan, told the 
No Applications From 10 States I subcommit.tee he would report back on 
"We have three-quarters of a billion the reasons for the money not bemg 
dollars just sitting there, not being used spent and what the Government was : 
for educanon, treatment and rehabili- doing to persuade the states to create 
tation," said Senator Tom Harkin, an programs on which the money could be 
Iowa Democrat who is chairman of the used. 
Labor and Health and Human Services 
Subcommiuee of the Appropriations 
Committee. "When you look at the size 
of some of these states that have not 
used this money - California, New 
Jersey, Ohio, Maryland - it's inexpli-
cable." 
States Say Rules Keep Changing 
The states have complained that the 
Federal Government keeps changing 
the allocation formula. Indeed, Con-
gress is still engaged in fine-tuning, or 
what it calls techmcal correctwns, of 
those requirements. Under current 
1988, and $31.5 million for fiscal 1989 
New York spent $14.5 million last year, 
and 1s entitled to $65.8 million th1s year, 
wh1le Connecticut spent $2 million last 
year and is entitled to $11 million this 
year. 
The states that have not applied for 
this year's funds, as of April 3, when 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services issued its most recent report, 
were Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota, 
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jer-
sey, Ohio, Virginia, Washington and 
Wyoming. The states have not spent; 
any of last year's funds are Cahfornta, i 
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Mtssoun,] 
New Jersey, !VImnesota, North Dakota, 
South Carolma, Washmgton and Wyo· 
mmg. 
Bob McHugh, a spokesman for Gov. 
Thomas H Kean of New Jersev, satd 
that the state was filing its appllcat ton 
soon. "It's a paperwork problem," Mr. 
McHugh sa1d. "It's not that we dun't 
want the money." 
Minnesota, like New Jersev has 
failed both to apply for this "year's 
money and to use last year's. Dan New-
man, associate director of Minnesota's 
Chem1cal Dependency Program, said, 
"We still don't have a fmal ftgure" on 
the state's allotment. 
"That's nm true," sa1d Gary L P"ls· 
grove, senior adviser for the Ft-deral 
block grants. "The exact amounts were 
approved last January." He also nmed 
that 40 states had applied for the Fed-
eral funds m spite of some questwns 
about the exact amounts. But Mr. Pals-
grove sa1d, "Th1s is a very complex 
block grant." Ten states have not even applied for 
this year's money, the Department of 
Health and Human Services said. It 
also said 11 states had failed to use last 
law, the amount of the allocation to a r---------------
state is based on such attributes as the 
year's money. . 
The reasons given for not applymg 
included a lack of state programs that 
the Federal funds are intended to help 
and slow-moving state governments 
that are confused by the Federal for-
mulas for allocating and using the 
money. 
In addition, some states have new 
governors and health officials who are 
unfamiliar with applymg for Federal 
grants. Also, Federal law requires that 
states hold legislative hearings before 
they apply for the Federal money, a~d 
some legislatures have been slow m 
considering the issue. 
The Federal money may be used 
only to pay for certain programs al-
ready begun by the states. Federal offi-
cials estimated that the money m the i 
program, which is the only Federal ef- : 
fort to underwrite state and local ef-
forts for early drug intervention and · 
rehabilitation, would cover about 16 
percent of the cost, with .the rest pro-
1 vided by states and locahues. 
size of its urban population, its popula-
tion under 18 years of age, the number 
of drug addicts, previous spending on 
progr<JmS to fight drugs and the state's 
tax revenue. 
"They're still trying to figure out the 
formula," said Nolan Jones, a drug 
specialist with the National Governor's 
Association. 
Under the formula, California is enti-
tled to the most money, $87.3 million 
for fiscal 1989, while Wyoming would 
receive the least, $1.3 million. New Jer-
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 
Introduced by Senators Kopp and Bergeson 
(Principal Coauthors: Senators Ayala, Craven, Cecil Green, 
Leonard, McCorquodale, Presley, and Russell) 
WHEREAS, the State of California faces social, cultural, and 
economic devastation from the impact of its citizens participat-
ing in the use, sale, and distribution of illegal drugs; and 
WHEREAS, California's counties are the State's primary provider 
of treatment, prevention, and rehabilitation services for that 
part of the State's population which is in need of anti-drug 
services; and 
WHEREAS, California's counties face increasing financial pres-
sure from the substantial costs of providing services relating to 
the nation's drug epidemic; and 
WHEREAS, the needs and circumstances of each of California's 58 
counties are separate and individual to each county; and 
WHEREAS, California'.s smaller counties are forced by current 
reporting requirements to dedicate a substantial portion of their 
drug treatment and drug abuse prevention budgets to admin-
istrative expenses relative to those reporting requirements; now, 
therefore be it 
Resolved, by the Senate and the Assembly of the State of Cali-
fornia, jointly, That the Legislature of the State of California 
commends the United States Congress for its dedication to the 
prevention of the manufacturing, distribution, and use of illegal 
drugs in California and the nation through the creation of the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988; and be it further 
Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of California 
respectfully requests President George Bush, the Congress of the 
United States, and the Department of Health and Human Services to 
make every effort to shorten the application processes for grants 
from the Act, to eliminate the specific provisions of the Act 
which restrict the ability of counties to administer funds in the 
area of greatest need, and to ease the reporting requirements for 
those counties in which reporting expenses usurp at least 30% of 
any allocation; and be it further 
Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of California 
respectfully urges the passage of House Resolution 1426 in order 
to allow states adequat~ time to ~ecure federal funds provided by 
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988; and be it further 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate transmit copies of 
this resolution to the President of the United States, to the 
Department of Health and Human Services, to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and to each Senator and Representative 
from California in the Congress of the United States. 
- 30 -
i '.~ 
